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In response to the Office Action dated March 15, 2004, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections are requested in view of the following comments: 

Claim 6 includes the features of determining, for each of said source and 
transformed codes a first common subset, ...determining, for each of said source and 
transformed codes a second subset constituted by a plurality of so-called auxiliary 
functions, the auxiliary functions representing residual difference between the source 
and transformed codes, and associating the auxiliary functions in pairs, where a first 
auxiliary function of each pair belongs to said second subset associated with the 
source code and a second auxiliary function of each pair belongs to a second subset 
associated with the transformed code. 
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Paragraph 9 of the Office Action asserts that Ritchey discloses several claimed 
steps of the method set forth in Claim 6; however, the Examiner concludes his 
discussion of Ritchie's disclosure with the statement that "Ritchey did not explicitly 
disclose transformed code designed for the embedded system of JAVACARD™." 
Applicants would like to point out that Claim 6 does not include this language. 

More importantly, the Examiner concedes that neither Ritchey nor Chan 
discloses that "data is described by the pairs of functions." However, the Examiner 
points to Chan for disclosing a system to "download an application onto the Smart 
Card", and asserts that Necula "discloses in an analogous system (that) data is 
described by the pairs of functions (column 7, lines 25-28) The configuration data... 
describes... precondition-postcondition pairs, all of the functions... untrusted 
code... permitted to invoke. 1 " 

It is respectfully submitted that neither Ritchey, Chan nor Necula disclose the 
first subset, second subset and associating steps as claimed. In particular, Necula 
defines precondition as "a description of the calling convention the consumer will use 
when invoking the untrusted code." Postconditions are defined by Necula as 
"constraints on the final execution state of the untrusted code. Both the precondition 
and post condition are parameters of the BCGen module 32 and are part of the safety 
policy." 

There is no relation between the preconditions and postconditions of Necula 
and the first and second subsets and associating step as recited in Claim 6. 
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The remaining claims are rejected by a mosaic combination of Ritchey, Chan, 
Necula, Bristol, Drupsteen and Wilkinson. After reviewing these references, it is 
readily apparent that they do not overcome the deficiencies as noted above in relation 
to Ritchey, Chan and Necula. The references simply do not teach nor suggest each 
and every claimed feature, and the Examiner has failed to provide a sufficient legal 
basis to support a rejection under 35 U.S. C. § 103. The mere fact that references can 
be combined or modified does not render the resultant combination obvious. If the 
proposed modification or combination of the prior art would change the principal of 
operation or the prior art in the invention being modified, then the teachings of the 
references are not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. Merely stating 
that one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to include logic with an 
identify function to implement the desired control functions does not meet the 
requirement of showing where in the reference this motivation occurs or how the 
teachings of each reference can be combined. 

At least based on the above, applicants respectfully submit a prima facie case 
of obviousness has not been established. Moreover, since the cited references, either 
alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest each and every feature of the claims, 
the outstanding rejections are untenable and should be withdrawn. 

In view of the above, the rejection is not believed appropriate as the references 
fail to render the claims prima facie obvious. Accordingly, allowance is respectfully 
solicited. Should the Examiner have any questions concerning the inventive features, 
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the Examiner is encouraged to contact Applicants' undersigned representative at the 
telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 


Edward J. Kondracki 


Date: September 14, 2004 
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